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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXIC'O

FACULTY SENATE MINUTES

1978-79

000 _
THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
August 21, 1978
TO :

Members of the Faculty Senate; the Faculty committee of Five

FROM:

Anne J ~

SUBJECT:

Secretary

Meeting of the Faculty Senate

The first 1978-79 meeting of the Faculty Senate will be held on
Tuesday, August 29, at 3:30 £.m. in the Kiva. The agenda is
as follows:
1.

Roll Call by the Secretary

2.

Approval of the agenda

p.1-4) 3.

Summarized minutes of May 9 meeting

.

5)

4.

Senate Committee memberships (except Long-Range Planning
Committee)--Professor Estes

.

6)

5.

Resolution on Abolishing Senate Committee on School Relat i ons-Professor Thorson

7)

6.

Proposal for new Faculty Standing Committee on School
Relations--Professor Thorson

7.

Proposal for Establishing a Senate Long-Range Planning
Committee--Professor Coleman

8.

Approval of Long-Range Planning Committee membership-Professor Estes

9•

Standing Committee replacement--Professor Estes

. 8)

10.
). 9-14 )11.
15) 12.
13.
16) 14.

Information Report--Professor Roebuck
Procedures for Academic Unit Review--Professor Blood
Admission and Registration committee Membership--Professor
Coleman
Status of proposals on BUS Program--Professor Coleman
Proposed By-Law Change--Professor Caplan

15.

Gubernatorial Candidates

16.

Distribution of Athletic council Report

........... , ... ·• ······ .

.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
FACULTY SENATE MEETING
August 29, 1978

(Summarized Minutes)
The August 29, 1978 meeting of the Faculty Senate was called to order
by President Roebuck at 3:30 p.m. in the Kiva.
After roll call by the Secretary, the summarized minutes of the May 9
meeting were approved as distributed.
Upon recommendation by Professor Estes, Senate Committee memberships
were approved as listed in the agenda with the following changes:
David Woodall was transferred from the Undergraduate Academic Affairs
Committee to the Graduate Programs and Standards Committee and Edward
Reyes was assigned to the Budget Review, Physical Resources and Campus Environment Committee.
Professor Thorson proposed that the Senate Committee on School Relations be discontinued since the Committee has received only two items
of business in the two years of its existence. The proposal was
approved.
Professor Thorson recommended the establishment of a new faculty
standing committee -- Committee on School Relations. The Committee
would advise and support the Office of School Relations in its various
liaison activities with the schools of New Mexico. The membership
would be four faculty members and four representatives designated by
the Office of School Relations, plus the Director of School Relations,
Chairperson. The recommendation was approved.
Professor Coleman moved that the Senate establish a Senate Committee
on Long Range Planning. He explained that many issues which come before the Graduate Programs and standards and the Undergraduate Academic Affairs committees are really long range planning matters and
they tend to interfere with the orderly flow of business. Having a
Senate committee whose primary concern would be long range planning
would be most useful in separating planning from the more immediate
needs of Senate committees. The motion carried.
Upon recommendation by professor Estes, the following replacements
on standing committees were approved: Jeff Davis (Math & Stat.) for
David Sanchez (Math & stat.), and Harold Delaney (Psychology) for
Paul Feingold (Sp. comm.) on the curricula Committee; E.P. Papadopoulos (Chem.) for Don McLaughlin (Chem.) on the Library Committee; Sara
Dawn Smith (Elem. Educ.) for Jane Sanchez (Gen. Library) on the New
Mexico union Board; Stanley Handmaker (Pediatrics) for Robert Anderson
(Pathology) on the Research policy committee for Semester Ir Tom Jones
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(Chem.) for Glen van Etten {Spec. Educ.) on the Ad Hoc committee
on C~rricular Problems of the Handicapped: and Floyd Williams
(Music) for Margaret Hyman (Journalism) on the Student Publications
Board.
President Roebuck gave an information report to the Senate and the
following is a paraphrasing of that report:
The University is changing and the part that the faculty
will play in that change will be determined by what we do
this year. We must accept the challenge of change in order
to represent the best interests of the faculty which elected us. The administrators seem to want input and help
from the faculty and now is the time to offer that input
and help. we must not simply react.
We need mechanisms to inform the faculty what the Senate is
doing and we also need their input. The Senate must keep
itself better informed. The question time at Senate meetings
will be retained for this purpose: there will also be information reports from the Provosts and the Vice-Presidents
on topics of interest. Effective channels of communication
to the administration as well as to the faculty must be
maintained. some of these channels are already in operation.
The Senate President attends the Council of Deans and the
Regents' meetings. A liaison committee, composed of the
Senate Operations conunittee, meets regularly with the Provost,
and the possibility of regular meetings with President Davis
is being explored.
The Senate President must keep the Senate informed and must
also know what the senators are thinking. In this connection,
each Senator is asked to submit, via the Office of the University Secretary, what he or she thinks are the five most
critical issues facing the University today.
The
the
not
the

Senate must be willing to take the initiative in preserving
faculty's voice in University affairs. If the Senate does
take the initiative, we can anticipate that the role of
faculty will be eroded.

Professor Blood moved that the Senate accept the procedures for academic unit review as presented in the agenda. After much discussion,
the motion passed with the addition.of the Long Range ~lanning
Committee in stage I, A and B, and in Stage IV, c. Briefly the procedures state:
"The university will review periodically all academic
units. Establishment of a schedule for these reviews will be the responsibility of the Faculty Senate, acting through its Committees on
Graduate Programs and standards, undergraduate Affairs, and Long
Range Planning, in consultation with the Office of the Provost.
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Upon recommendation by Professor Coleman, the Senate approved the
addition of the following to the membership of the Admissions
and Registration Committee: two faculty members, the Director of
Undergraduate Admissions, and the Dean of Students. A representative from the Office of Graduate Studies was approved as an exofficio, non-voting member.
Professor Coleman reported that several proposals regarding the BUS
program had been submitted to the Undergraduate Academic Affairs
Committee during the past two years. These proposals were tied in
with long range planning and the Committee was not able to consider
them in depth. The new Undergraduate Academic Affairs Committee
will discuss the proposals and the Curricula Committee will report
to the faculty on the status of the BUS program sometime this academic year.
Upon recommendation by Professor Caplan, the Senate approved the
following Senate By Law change: A senate committee may not change
the content of a report, recommendation or proposal of a faculty
committee without the approval of the faculty committee. However,
a senate committee may submit its own report for consideration by
the Senate togethe with the report of the faculty committee. If a
senate committee fails to take action during the academic year on a
faculty committee report, within thirty days of receipt of the report, the faculty committee may request the Executive Committee to
place the matter on the Senate agenda without senate committee action. In such cases the Executive committee shall place the matter
on the agenda of the next meeting of the Senate.
Upon recommendation by President Roebuck, the Senate voted to invite
the two gubernatorial candidates to speak to the ~enate at a future
meeting. There will be a question and answer pew~od after the
speeches.
Professor Nason asked that the conunittee on School Relations consider
adding two student members.
The meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Anne J. Bro

SENATE COMMITTEES 1978-79
FACULTY WELFARE, PROFESSIONAL
STANDARDS & ETHICS
Thomas Baker
Joanna de Keyser
Howard Finston
Ted Guinn
Hugh Muir
Robert Schwartz
Jane Slaughter
Polly Turner

RESEARCH POLICIES AND RESOURCES
Jane Abrams
Jerry Born
Donald Clancy
Rodney Ewing
Douglas Ferraro
Roy Johnson
Victor Regener
Betty Skipper
Nathan Strahl
Lawrence Straus
Steven Yabek

UNDERGRADUATE ACADEMIC AFFAIRS

Keith Auger
Zella Bray
Beatrice Hight
Robert Kern
Dianna McDonald
Tom Paez
Charles Richards
Claude Senninger
Edythe Tuchfarber
David Woodall
Michael Zeilik

GRADUATE PROGRAMS · & STANDARDS
Clinton Adams
Ron Blood
Louise Lamphere
Heather Murray
Louise Murray
Bill Siernbieda
Ted Sturm
John Zepper
BUDGET REVIEW, PHYSICAL
RESOURCES AND CAMPUS
ENVIRONMENT
Seymour Alpert
Thomas Barrow
Van Deren Coke
Frieda Gehlen
Ellen Goldberg
Shyam Gurbaxani
Steven Kramer
Darwin Palmer
Roland Watkins

STUDENT AFFAIRS & EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES
William Hadley
Shlomo Karni
Alexander Kisch
Charlene McDermott
Marshall Nason
Diane Papstein
John Rinaldi
Donald West
Jim Wright

LONG-RANGE PLANNING

Alice Clark
Linda Cordell
Leon Griffin
David Hamil ton
Ira Jaffe
Wayne Maes
Karen Remmer
David Sanchez
Anne Taylor
Jim Thorson
Lothar Winter

II THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
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DATE:

•.

To:

Gil Merkx and Senate Executive Co:rmnittee

FRoM:

Joseph B. Zavadil

susrEcr:

Conuni ttee on Connnuni ty and School Relations

April 28, 1978

In two years the Senate Committee on Co:rmnunity and School
Relations has received no more than two items for business through
normal channels of reference. Members of the Corranittee have
tried to find a purpose. In fact, we have discovered what seems
to be clear need for a faculty standing connnittee to work with
the University Office of School Relations. As a corranittee of
the senate, however, we have never been sure that we were needed,
and I see no reason now to continue. I propose, therefore, that
the Senate Connnittee on Co:rmnunity and School Relations be
discontinued.
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DATE:

May 2, 1978

To:

Faculty Senate Executive Cozmnittee

FRoM:

Joe Zavadil

suerEcr:

Proposal for New Faculty Standing Cozmnittee on School Relations
•

The Connnittee on School Relations advises and supports the
Office of School Relations in its various liaison activities with
the schools of New Mexico. In particular the Committee assists
in the development of programs to inform prospective students
about the University and recruit them to enroll.
(Four faculty members nominated by the Faculty Senate and four
representatives designated by the Office of School Relations,
plus the Director of School Relations, who shall be chairperson.)

1
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DATE:

To:

Faculty Senate

FRoM:

Linda Estes

sua1Ecr:

Replacements on Faculty Standing Committees

August 21, 1978

Because of leaves, resignations, etc., the Senate is asked to
approve the following replacements or changes on Faculty
Standing Committees:
Curricula Committee-Jeff Davis (Math & Stat) for David Sanchez
(Math & Stat), and Harold Delaney (Psychol) for Paul
Feingold (Sp. Comm).
Faculty-Staff Benefits Committee-Lester Libo (Psychiat) for
Paul Hain (Pol. Sci.) and Charles McClelland (Hist) to
be chairman.
Library Corranittee-E.P. Papadopoulos (Chem.) for Don McLaughlin
(Chem.).
New Mexico Union Board-Sara Dawn Smith (Elem. Educ.) for Jane
Sanchez (Gen. Lib.).
Research Policy Committee-Stanley Handmaker (Peds.) for Robert
Anderson (Path.) for Semester I.
Ad Hoc Committee on Curricular Problems of the HandicappedTom Jones (Chem.) for Glen Van Etten (Spec. Educ.).
LE/bmg
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PROCEDURES FOR ACADEMIC UNIT REVIEW
STAGE I: PROCEDURES FOR DETERMINING A
"REASONABLE SCHEDULE" FOR UNIVERSITYWIDE UNIT REVIEWS, AND FOR INITIATING
EXTRA-ORDINARY UNIT REVIEWS

.

A.

University-wide Schedule for Unit Reviews

B.

The University will review periodically all/\academic units. Establishment of a schedule for these reviews will oe the responsibility of the ·
Faculty Senate, acting through its Committees on Graduate Programs and
Standards ~Undergraduate Affairs, in consultation with the Office of
the Provost.
J\
,
0
o\o\~
na'W\~~ f=>\.i~~,'f'\~
Extraordinary Unit Reviews

~ A-d.mvn\S°tY'a..\111c..

"'~"'!\

~'1\4

Special unit reviews may be initiated by a college dean and / or the Office
of the Provost in mutual consultation and with the assistance of the
Senate committees on Graduate Programs 81WitStandards and Undergraduate
Affairs. Other initiatives will require the consent of the named committee:'-in consultation with the Office of the Provost. All guidelines
pertaining to regular unit reviews shall be observed in extraordinary ones.

l.o"'~ ~~'f\~4!.
f>\-a.-n'f\ \ "'~

STAGE II:
A.

DEPARTMENTAL PREPARATIONS

Selection of Visiting Committee
1. The chairperson of the department (or other academic unit) in consultation with all faculty members of the department prepares a list of
potential consultants. After appropriate consultation within the college,
including the college graduate committee when a graduate program is involved, the list is submitted, with curricula vitae from a standard reference work, to the Office of the Provost. The list, which should be in
order of preference, should include names of six outstanding experts in
the field from other universities, none of whom should have had direct
association with UNM, and the names of four faculty members inside the
University but outside the departlllent who have expert knowledge of the
department.
2. After the list has been approved, the department sets the dates
(normally three days) for the visit of the consultants. The chairperson
telephones the candidates until the requisite team is set up. A team
will consist normally of two consultants from outside the University and
one from inside; the complexity of some departments may make larger teams
desirable.
3. The chairperson advises the Office of the Provost of the dates of the
site visit and the names and addresses of the visiting team; the Provost
writes the formal letter of invitation which is accompanied by a copy of
the charge to the consultants.

9
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B.

Description of the Program:

Self-Study Report

1. While the visiting committee is being established, the department
writes up a careful description of its programs, its faculty and students. The description should contain the rationale behind the department's teaching, research and other activities, as well as all relevant
available statistical information. For detailed suggestions, see
Appendix I.
2. Copies of the description should be sent to the Visiting Committee
at least a week before the time set for the visit; at the same time,
5 copies should be sent to the Office of the Provost.
C.

Student Evaluation of the Program
1. With the help of any graduate or undergraduate student organization
within the department, written comments should be collected on the students' view of the program. Student comments might include but need not
be limited to the following points: student perception of quality, curriculum and programs; degree of student participation in departmental
governance; workloads for teaching, graduate, and research assistants;
availability of mechanism for student grievances; assistance in job placement; general perception of faculty concern for students.
I

2. The students' written responses should be given to the Visiting Committee before it meets with the students during its visit.
D.

Alunmi Evaluation of the Program
1. Provision should be made by the department to sample alumni of the
undergraduate and graduate programs concerning program evaluation.
2. The written responses received from alumni should be given to the
Visiting Committee at the beginning of the unit review.

STAGE III:
A.

THE SITE VISIT

The Schedule
While the exact schedule will vary according to the requirements of the
department and the Visiting Committee, the duration of the visit should
normally include the following meetings:
1. Initial meeting with the Provost or designated representative
immediately after arrival for briefing and signing of travel vouchers.
2. Meeting with the chairperson and the undergraduate and graduate
advisors of the department.
3.

Meeting with departmental graduate and undergradua te committees.

10
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4.

Meeting with all uiembers of the departmental faculty.

5.

Meeting with graduate and undergraduate students.

6.

Meeting with members of other departments with related programs.

7.

Meeting with college dean.

•

8. Meeting with Provost o~ other appropriate members of the central
administration.
9. The Visiting Committee should have opportunities to meet alone at
the beginning, middle, and end of its visit; its last meeting should
give it time to draft its report.

.
B.

Other Arrangements
1. The host department is responsible for arrangi;ng accommodations and
social events for the visiting team including luncheons, dinners and
evening entertainments intended to permit the team : to gain information
about the department in informal circumstances. ~e member of the team
appointed from within UNM will act as escort to the other members of the
team. Departmental responsibility is limited to social events.
2. The Office of the Provost will pay the outside consultants an honorarium and reimburse them for travel and per diem expenses. In addition,
the Office of the Provost shall provide incremental funding to assist the
department in carrying out its charge.
3. The departmental chairperson should send an exact schedule to the
outside consultants and to the Office of the Provost before the visit.

STAGE TV:

THE REPORTS .AND THEIR CONSIDERATION

A.

The
the
who
and

consultants should send a written report (or individual reports) to
Provost. He, in turn, sends copies to the department chairperson,
makes them available to the department as a whole, to the College Dean,
to the Graduate Dean.

B.

The chairperson writes his comments on the report and sends them, along
with comments from the members of the department, together with the report
and the program description to appropriate college committees for written
recommendations.

C.

The appropriate college committees present these documents with
recommendations to the Curricula Committee which certifies that
procedures have been followed and submits ihe entire dossier to
Committees on Graduate Programs ~tandards and Undergraduate

D.

The Senate Committees_a/make final recommendations on the basis of the
dossier and submit them to the Provost.

a~ \...-"'.s

\I

~·~~e.

~\a"'"' ''"'"

their own
proper
the Senate
Affair~.

·····.

········

.

.

. ..
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APPENDIX I.
A.

ITEMS TilAT SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAM.

Indices of Quality
1. General statement of missions and goals of the program including
evidence of student demand and describing the intended contributions
to the discipline and to society.
•
2. Structure of the Program. A description of admission requirements
and student selection procedures; a statement of general and specific
requirements for the degrees, including course descriptions, comprehensive examinations, language proficiency requirements, minors, thesis,
dissertation, or other terminal requirements, and academic standards.
3. Quality of Students. Outline the previous five-year experience in
the following matters: a) sources of previous undergraduate and graduate
degrees, b) performance on standarized tests, c) professional and scientific contributions, and d) placement of graduates on completion of degree.
4.

Quality of Faculty.
a) Curricula vitae
b) Participation in.national and international societies and meetings.
c) Editorial activities.
d) Honors and awards.
e) Publlcations.
f) Evidence of instructional ability.

5.

Quality of Program.
a) Areas of emphasis.
b) Relationship of graduate to undergraduate instructional program.

c) Procedures for advisement and evaluation of student progress.
d) Interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary aspects.
e) Collaboration with other programs.
f) Opportunities for graduate students to develop teaching skills.
B.

Quantitative Indices.
1.

Outline the previous five-year experience in each of the following:
a) Adequacy of physical facilities assigned to the program.

-l 1-

-

-

- - - -----
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b) Adequacy of support facilities (e:g., library, computer, special
technical services).
c) Degrees awarded.
d) Staffing level.
e) Financial aid for undergraduate or graduate students - amount
and sources. ·
.,
f) Financial support for the program from the University and from
other sources.
g) Changes in faculty.
h) Trends in student enrollment - graduate and undergraduate, fulltime and parttime.
i) Size of instructional service load to other programs.
2.

Next Five Years
a) Projected enrollments with rationale for projections.
b) Resources and facilities needed to accommodate such enrollments.
c) Library resources:
1) Volume count by area.

2) Level of collection by area.
d) Relation of the graduate program to other programs.
1) Relation to undergraduate programs.

2) Relation to other programs at UNM.
3) Relationship to graduate programs at other universities in
the state or region.
4) Relationships vi.th other institutions or agencies in the
state of region.
APPENDIX II.

CHARGE TO THE VISITING TEAM.

Each visiting team in each department vi.11 probably want to develop its own
questions to be looked at during the review. The following questions are
intended for general guidance.
1.

What is the goal of the program?

I '3
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2. What is the need for the program and its graduates? (Consider local,
state, and national needs and the appropriateness of the program for the
University of New Mexico.) Does the program have a record of successfully
meeting previously defined needs?
3. What are the directions of present and future growth of this program?
Are directions appropriate?

4.

What is the quality of the program?

5.

What is the quality of the scholarship (or creative work) of the students
and faculty in the program? Does the program provide sufficient opportunities
for continued growth and quality of scholarship and creativity? How can
even better opportunities be provided?
6. Are sufficient resources available to maintain the present program and to
permit the kind of growth desired by the faculty of the program?
7. Does the program make appropriate use of existing resources of the University and region?
8. What mechanisms does the program have for periodic self-assessment?
these mechanisms adequate?

Are

Recommended by the Graduate Programs and Standards Committee - April 25, 1978.
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ft THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
DATE:

To:

October 7, 1977

Gilbert Merkx, President of the. Facultv
. Senate

I

'J
FIIOM:

William l'l. Johnson, Chairman, Admissions and Registration Committee -'.

SUBJECT:

Membership of the Admissions and Registration Committee

Within the last few weeks the Admissions and Registration Committee has
sent recommendations to the Facultv Senate for two additions to the
Conunittee membership (Sc~tember 9 and October 4, 1977). If both recommendations were anproved, the ~ircctor of Undergraduate Admissions and
the Dean of Students would become nerr.1anent members of the Committee.
As a consequence, there would be an increase in the renresentation of
the Universit y Administration on this Committee. Because this might be
of concern to members of the Faculty Senate, I would like to raise the
possibility that the addition of an equal number of committee ~ositions
for faculty members might be desirable •
..\1 though on paner the nuraber of members serving on the :\dmissions an<l
Registration Conmittee is large (20), the full complement has never
materialized for Committee meetings. With so many persons involved it
is to be exnected that a.nv time selected for meetings will conflict
with sche<lul. ed commitment~ of a 'JO rt ion of the members . i\n expanded
membership should raise the average number of persons attending meetings,
and this would most certainly benefit the conduct of Committee business.
WWJ/bc

PROPOSED RESOLUTION:
Membership of the Admissions and Registration Committee shall be increased
by the addition of two faculty members elected by the Senate and the Director
of Undergraduate Admissions and the Dean of Students.

15
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Proposed By-Law Change
2.7

Transmit all reports, recommendations and proposals prepared in proper
form and with proper documentation by university committees to the
Senate via the Executive Committee. A Senate Committee may not change
the content of a report, recommendation or proposal of a Faculty
Committee without the approval of the Faculty Cormbittee. However,
a Senate Committee may submit its own report for consideration by the
Senate together with the report of the Faculty Committee. If a Senate
Committee fails to take action on a Faculty Committee report within
thirty days of receipt of the report, the Faculty Committee may request
the Executive Committee to place the matter on the Senate agenda wi thout
Senate Committee action. In such cases the Executive Committee shall
place the matter on the agenda of the next meeting of the Senate.
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